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REMARKS 

Claims 1-11, 13-15, 30-44, and 55-69 are pending. Claiins 1, 30 and 55 have been 
amended. 

Personal Interview ofAprU 7, 2005 at USPTO 

Examiner Jones, Keith Moore and David Olyniok attended the interview. The Walker and 
Microsoft references were discussed. Applicant suggested that the combination did not teach or 
suggest the limitations recited in the claims of the present invention. Applicant thanks the 
Examinex for his time at the Interview. 

Claim Objections 

Applicant believes claims as amended overcome Examiner's objections. 

Rejections under 35 U,S^a §103 

Claims 1-15, 30-44, 55-61 and 62-69 including the independent claims were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Walker (U.S. 6,1 10,041) in view of Walker '163 
(U.S. 6,077,163) and MicrosoftsSWindows® 

The present invention describes, as recited in claim 1 for instance, a gaming machine 
comprising a master gaming controller that is designed or configured to control one or more 
games played on the gaming machine and to request preference account information from a 
rCTiote server wherein each game played on the gaming machine comprises a) receiving a wager 
an outcome for the game, b) determining the outcome for the game and c) displaying a game 
presentation of the outcome determined for the game; and a user interface configured to display 
preferences, to receive preference selections , to displav a simulated game nresmtation of a pame 
of chance available for wagering; p rame pla y on the gaming machine, and to display information 
regarding one or more preferences in a group of available preferences. The simulated game 
presentation is for allowing a user to determ ine the efFef-t^ nf rtifPerent game feature settings on 
the game presentation for the game of chance prior to initiating wageriny game play on the 
o;:>miT^p; ma cbiTie where the wager is not required to view the simu lated game presentation. 

Examiner relies on the Walker references to teach the selection of preferences on a 
gaming machine. Walker does not describe " a simulated game pre sentation of a game of chance 
available for wagering game nlav on the gi ^mitig machine" where *th^ simulated °;ame 
presentation is for allowing a user to determine the effects of diffe rent game feature settings on 
die game presentation for the game of cha nr.ft pnor to initiating wagering^ game play on the 
gaming machine where the wager is not required to view the simulated game presentation." 
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Examiner states that Windows teaches "a system and method for updating a person's (player's) 
preferences on a graphical user interface, such as a display monitor" where "the display shows 
the pattern, background, wallpaper, or screen saver selected by the u^er prior to actually saving 
the setting in order to view how the pattern, background, wallpaper or screen saver will actually 
look on the screen." The Windows reference makes no mention of "a . simulated^ same 
prft^antation of « oame of chan ^ ^ available for wagering game pl^y oTi thff Vl^^ir^^ machine" 

Applicant notes that the combination of reference must teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of the pending claims to establish obviousness. However, the combination of the 
Walker references and the Microsoft reference do not teach or suggest a "simulated game 
presentation" as recited in the pending claims. For example, the Microsoft reference does not 
mention or suggest in any manner the simulated game presentation, game presentations of any 
type, wagering game play of any type or determining the effects of game feature settings prior to 
initiatins wager game play. Walker does not teach or suggest the simulated game presentation or 
determining the effects of game feature settings prior to initiating wager game play. Thus, the 
combination can't be said to teach or suggest the simulated game presentation or determining the 
effects of game feature settings prior to initiating wager game play. 

Further, even if the idea of previewmg "something," such as the selection of a new 
background color or a wallpaper in a graphical user interfece is appUed to Walker as suggested 
by the Examiner, neither reference teaches or suggests "allowing a user to determine the effects 
of different game feature settings on the game presentation prior to initiating wagering game play 
on the gaming machine where the wager is not required to view the simulated game 
presentation." In Walker, the player is required to make a wager and play the game to see ttie 
effects of any selected features on the game tiiat have been adjusted by the player which teaches 
away from the present invention. Walker does not provide a motivation or a suggestion for doing 
otherwise. 

M addition. Applicant does not beheve that the references cited by the Examiner teach or 
suggest any motivation for tine combination. Walker does not describe any need to detennine ttxe 
effects of different game feature settings on the game presentation prior to initiating wagering 
game play on ihe gaming machine and ftie Windows reference makes no mention of gaming or 
wagering game play. Examiner says that one would have been motivated to make the 
combination to do so in oirder to see how the player selected preferences wiU look on the screen 
prior to actually saving the player selected preferences. However, since this motivation is not 
found in the prior ait cited by the Examiner and the Examiner has not suggested this motivation 
is weU known to someone in the skill of the art. Applicant believes this motivation may be an 
instance of hindsight reasoning on the part of the Examinar. 

Therefore, for at least these reasons, the combination of the Walker references and the 
windows reference can't be said to render obvious the pending claims and the rejection of the 
pending claims is beheved overcome tiiereby. 
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Applicant believes that all pending claims are allowable and respectfiilly requests a 
Notice of AUowance for this application fix>m the Examiner. Should the Examiner beUeve that a 
telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the undersigned can be 
reached at ihe telephone number set out below. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BEYER WEAVER & THO: 



(07^ 

David P. Olynick 
Reg. No,: 48,615 




P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(510) 663-1 100, ext. 231 
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